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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ENZI). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business not to extend beyond the hour 
of 12:30 p.m., with Senators permitted 
to speak for up to 10 minutes each. 
Under the previous order, the Senator 
from Arizona, Mr. MCCAIN, is recog-
nized to speak for up to 15 minutes. 

The Senator from Arizona. 
(The remarks of Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 

COCHRAN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
and Mr. HAGEL, pertaining to the intro-
duction of S.J. Res. 20 are located in 
today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on 
Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-
tions.’’) 

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the privilege 
of the floor be granted to an American 
Political Science Association fellow on 
the minority staff of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, David Auerswald, 
during the pendency of floor debate on 
Kosovo and the United States use of 
force when that occurs, and as often as 
that occurs, on the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota. 

f 

KOSOVO 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
actually came to the floor to speak 
about the crisis in agriculture and 
what is happening in the Midwest, but 
I want to respond to some of the com-
ments my colleagues have made, al-
though I will be doing this extempo-
raneously, and I will be thinking out 
loud, but I hope I will be thinking deep-
ly. 

Mr. President, I agree with my col-
league from Nebraska, I agree with all 
my colleagues who have spoken on the 
floor about the importance of account-
ability. I remember previously coming 
to the floor before we took a recess 
where it looked as if we might be tak-
ing military action in Kosovo—it 
wasn’t clear—and saying I thought we 
needed to have a full debate and I 
would support that military action. 

I agree with my colleague about the 
history and how it will judge us. I saw 
what Milosevic did in Bosnia. I saw 
enough misery and refugee camps to 
last me a lifetime. And I certainly do 
not want to be in a position to have our 

country, and other countries, turn 
their gaze away from the systematic 
slaughter and massacre and murder of 
people and driving people out of their 
country, albeit, unfortunately, I think 
Milosevic, up to date, has been able to 
do much of that. 

Here is where I just want to express 
a few concerns, although I think prob-
ably later on we will have the debate. 
This debate probably does not start 
today, but since I am on the floor I do 
want to raise a few concerns. 

First of all, in the here and now, I 
think—and I will get a chance this 
afternoon to put some questions to 
Secretary Albright—as long as we are 
talking about stopping the slaughter 
and given the headlines and the stories 
in today’s papers of Milosevic stopping 
people from being able to leave the 
country, we do need to think about 
these internally displaced refugees and 
how we can get some relief to them. I 
still, in my own mind, do not quite un-
derstand why we are not doing air-
lifting, why we are not getting supplies 
to them. I think it is a difficult ques-
tion, it could be loss of life. But, again, 
I say to my colleagues, I want to press 
very hard on the question of whether or 
not we should be airlifting some hu-
manitarian relief to people who are ob-
viously going to starve to death other-
wise. I am trying to understand why we 
are not doing that now. 

Secondly, in the prosecution of this 
war, I voted that we conduct the air-
strikes. I was hoping we would be able 
to do much more by way of stopping 
this slaughter, but I raise the question 
of why we are not conducting more of 
the airstrikes in Kosovo. I say this to 
my colleagues on the floor. I really be-
lieve that. And I worry about this. I 
have to say it on the floor of the Sen-
ate. Pretty soon we run out of targets 
in Serbia. And to the extent that we 
run out of targets and continue with an 
expanded air war, there are going to be 
innocent people who will die, which is 
very difficult for me. 

I think we get to a point where we 
don’t want to undercut the moral 
claim of what we are doing. I believe 
we are trying to do the right thing, but 
I do not understand why we are not 
prosecuting more of this air war and 
more of these airstrikes in Kosovo. We 
are talking about what we need to do 
now. I do not understand all of the de-
cisionmaking, but I guess in my own 
mind, I want to press on that question, 
because it seems to me there is a direct 
correlation between our being able to 
do that and whether or not other 
means will be necessary, as I look at 
this resolution, and, moreover, whether 
it doesn’t make far more sense to do 
that. Again, I know there are risks in-
volved, but at the same time I worry 
about the sort of airstrikes focused on 
Belgrade and other cities as opposed to 
Kosovo. 

Finally, I say today that I would pre-
fer to hear more discussion. My col-
league from Nebraska—you don’t know 
people well, but you just have a feeling 

about them—is somebody I really like 
and respect. That is just all there is to 
it, period. Everything he says I take as 
being said in the very best of good 
faith, very much a part of good faith, 
with complete sincerity and conviction 
and knowledge. 

I would like to hear in this Chamber 
more discussion about diplomacy, 
about where it fits in. I think it is far 
more important than has been dis-
cussed today that we really ask the 
Russians to be a part of a diplomatic 
solution. I know we are talking to 
them about being part, eventually, of 
some kind of peacekeeping force. I 
think, by the way, it will not just be a 
NATO force. I heard my colleagues list 
that as an objective. I do not think 
that is going to happen. I don’t think it 
will be a NATO force; I think it will be 
a very different peacekeeping force. 

More than just asking the Russians 
what they will be a part of, I believe 
the Russians are in a key position to 
help forge a diplomatic solution as an 
alternative to an ever expanding war, 
consistent with what I believe should 
be our objectives which are stopping 
this slaughter of people and people hav-
ing a chance to go back to their coun-
try. I want to see the emphasis on the 
military action we are taking but also 
on the diplomatic front. I do not hear 
that today and it concerns me. 

I say to my colleagues that when I 
see language which talks about ‘‘to use 
all necessary force and other means,’’ 
it just sounds too broad and too open- 
ended to me, as a Senator. I am skep-
tical of such language. There are many 
answers to many questions that I will 
pose in debate and discussion. There 
are many questions I have about this 
today. I have expressed some of my res-
ervations about this resolution, and I 
do believe we should have Senator 
HAGEL in the discussion and the debate 
that is called for. I think it is impor-
tant. Otherwise, I think we do abdicate 
our responsibility, whatever decisions 
we arrive at. I commend the Senator 
for it, but I have expressed some of my 
reservations. 

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Angad 
Bhalla, who is an intern in my office, 
be granted the privilege of the floor 
today during debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AGRICULTURE CONCERNS 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, we 
had a gathering in the State of Min-
nesota on Sunday afternoon. It started 
about 1 p.m. Joel Klein, who heads the 
Antitrust Division of the Justice De-
partment, was gracious enough to 
come. Mike Dunn, who is Assistant 
Secretary for Agriculture, was gracious 
enough to come. This will just be 5 
minutes’ worth, because I am going to 
be calling on colleagues, especially 
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from the Midwest and the West, to 
start coming to the floor every day and 
talking about what is happening to 
farmers and what is happening in agri-
culture. We have to speak out, and we 
have to turn the pressure up for action. 

During spring planting season, Sun-
day afternoon—I think the Chair 
knows this as well as I do—to have 
somewhere around 800 farmers come 
was unbelievable. It was an unbeliev-
able turnout of farmers. And there is a 
very clear reason why. Many of them 
from Minnesota, but a huge delegation 
from Missouri, South Dakota, North 
Dakota, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Ne-
braska, Wisconsin, Colorado, these 
farmers came because they are con-
fronted with the fierce urgency of now. 
They came because time is not neutral 
for them, time rushes on, and they can 
work 20 hours a day—and they do—and 
they can be the best managers in the 
world, and they cannot survive. 

There was a focus to this gathering, 
and it was basically about the whole 
problem of conglomerates having mus-
cled their way to the dinner table to 
the point where there isn’t the kind of 
competition we need. There was a call 
for antitrust action. What farmers 
were saying was: These conglomerates 
have muscled their way to the dinner 
table and they have exercised their raw 
economic and political power over us 
as producers and over consumers and 
over taxpayers. You have our grain 
farmers going under, record low prices. 
Then a headline in the Star Tribune on 
Saturday: ‘‘Cargill profits from decline 
in farm prices, 53 percent jump in earn-
ings expected’’—how hog farmers are 
going under and yet the packers are in 
hog heaven. Everywhere the farmers 
look, they have a few large firms, 
whether it be dairy, whether it be live-
stock producers, whether it be grain 
farmers, a few large firms that domi-
nate well over 50 percent of the mar-
ket. What the farmers were calling for 
was strong antitrust action. 

Joel Klein was honest. He said: I 
wouldn’t be here if I didn’t take this 
seriously, and you will have to judge 
me by my deeds. I so appreciated his 
coming out. There was a lot of pressure 
on Mike Dunn and USDA and Sec-
retary Glickman to do more by way of 
antitrust action. 

It was much appreciated. But I say, 
Mr. President, that the farmers, with 
considerable justification, want to put 
some free enterprise back into the food 
industry. Farmers, with considerable 
justification, see a direct correlation 
between monopoly power and a few 
large, giant firms that are making 
record profits while they go under. 
They want to see antitrust action. All 
they are asking for is a competitive 
market. By golly, government ought to 
be on their side. We ought to be seeing 
stronger antitrust action. 

The other thing I have to say—we 
have one bill, S. 19, on which Senator 
DASCHLE is taking the lead, which 
talks about full public disclosure of 
pricing, which is so important to live-

stock producers—we ought to know 
what these packers are paying our live-
stock producers; we ought to have pub-
lic disclosure on pricing. In addition, 
we ought to deal with the monopoly 
power and have some antitrust action 
taken so farmers have a chance to com-
pete. 

I have to say to colleagues, yes, it is 
crop insurance reform that we are talk-
ing about. But the other thing we are 
going to have to do is revisit this Free-
dom to Farm, which I have always 
called the ‘‘freedom to fail’’ bill. I 
don’t even want to point the finger. We 
can talk about what works with Free-
dom to Farm, but it seems to me that 
here the evidence is crystal clear that 
one thing has happened for sure—there 
is absolutely no stability anymore 
when it comes to farm income. And 
while the large conglomerates with 
huge amounts of capital can weather 
these mad fluctuations in price, our 
family farmers can’t. They aren’t get-
ting anywhere near the cost of produc-
tion. We have to focus on how we can 
get the price up and have some farm in-
come for family farmers, and how we 
can take on some of these conglom-
erates so family farmers have a fair 
shake by way of getting a decent price. 

As a Senator from the Midwest where 
we still have a family farm structure in 
agriculture that we are trying to hold 
on to, it is so important for our rural 
communities, so important for family 
farmers, so important for safe, afford-
able food for consumers, so important 
for the environment. This is a historic 
struggle. 

I hope Senators from the farm states 
will be coming to the floor every day to 
speak out about this until we have 
some strong action that will be on be-
half of family farmers. They need the 
support. They deserve the support. And 
the Senate and the Congress ought to 
be taking action. 

I yield the floor. I thank my col-
league. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to speak for up to 10 minutes as if in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE FISHERMEN’S BANKRUPTCY 
PROTECTION ACT 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, re-
cently I introduced S. 684, the Fisher-
men’s Bankruptcy Protection Act, a 
bill to provide family fishermen with 
the same protections and terms as 
those granted family farmers under 
Chapter 12 of our bankruptcy laws. I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
explain this legislation to my col-
leagues in anticipation of the Senate’s 
upcoming debate on bankruptcy legis-
lation. 

Like many Americans, I’m appalled 
by those who live beyond their means, 

and use the bankruptcy code as a tool 
to cure their self-induced financial ills. 
I have supported and will continue to 
support reasonable reforms to the 
bankruptcy code that ensure the re-
sponsible use of its provisions. All con-
sumers bear the burden of irresponsible 
debtors who abuse the system. There-
fore, I believe bankruptcy should re-
main a tool of last resort for those in 
severe financial distress. 

As those familiar with the bank-
ruptcy code know, however, business 
reorganization in bankruptcy is a dif-
ferent creature than the forgiveness of 
debt traditionally associated with 
bankruptcy. Reorganization embodies 
the hope that by providing a business 
some relief, and allowing debt to be ad-
justed, the business will have an oppor-
tunity to get back on sound financial 
footing and thrive. In that vein, Chap-
ter 12 was added to the bankruptcy 
code in 1986 by the Senator from Iowa, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, to provide for bank-
ruptcy reorganization of the family 
farm and to give family farmers a 
fighting chance to reorganize their 
debts and keep their land. 

To provide the fighting chance envi-
sioned by the authors of Chapter 12, 
Congress provided a distinctive set of 
rules to govern effective reorganization 
of the family farm. In essence, Chapter 
12 was a recognition of the unique situ-
ation of family-owned businesses and 
the enormous value of the family farm-
er to the American economy and to our 
cultural heritage. 

Chapter 12 was modeled on bank-
ruptcy Chapter 13 which governs the 
reorganization of individual debt. How-
ever, to address the unique problems 
encountered by farmers, Chapter 12 
provided for significant advantages 
over the standard Chapter 13 filer. 
These advantages include a longer pe-
riod of time to file a plan for relief, 
greater flexibility for the debtor to 
modify the debts secured by their as-
sets, and the alteration of the statu-
tory time limit to repay secured debts. 
The Chapter 12 debtor is also given the 
freedom to sell off parts of his or her 
property as part of a reorganization 
plan. 

Unlike Chapter 13 which applies sole-
ly to individuals, Chapter 12 can apply 
to individuals, partnerships or corpora-
tions which fall under a $1.5 million 
debt threshold—a recognition of the 
common use of incorporation even 
among small family-held farms. 

Chapter 12 has been an enormous suc-
cess in the farm community. According 
to a recent University of Iowa study, 74 
percent of family farmers who filed 
Chapter 12 bankruptcy are still farm-
ing, and 61 percent of farmers who went 
through Chapter 12 believe the law was 
helpful in getting them back on their 
feet. 

Recognizing its effectiveness, my bill 
proposes that Chapter 12 should be 
made a permanent part of the bank-
ruptcy code, and equally important, 
my legislation would extend Chapter 
12’s protections to family fishermen. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:06 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S20AP9.REC S20AP9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-01T16:40:32-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




